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Sir: 

The Appellant respectfully submit this Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer 
mailed on March 13, 2009, and thus this Reply Brief is timely filed within two months of the 
Examiner's Answer. 
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I. Status of Claims 

Claims 1-4, 6-22 and 24 are pending in the present application of which claims 1, 14, 18, 
and 22 are independent. Claims 5 and 23 were canceled. All pending claims 1-4, 6-22 and 24 
are rejected. All pending claims 1-4, 6-22 and 24 are hereby appealed. 
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II. Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

Whether claims 1-4, 6-22, and 24 were properly rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 7,039,634 to Xu et al. ("Xu"). 
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III. Argument 
Claims 1-4, 6-22, and 24 

The grounds of rejection for claims 1-4, 6-22, and 24 stated in the Examiner's Answer 
are the same as the grounds of rejections for the same claims stated in the Final Office Action 
mailed September 3, 2008. Thus, Appellant respectfully submits that the rejection of claims 1-4, 
6-22, and 24 should be reversed for at least the same reasons stated in the Appeal Brief filed on 
December 3, 2008. Further, this rejection should be reversed for at least the following additional 
reasons. 

Briefly, claim 1 recites a method for identifying samples to determine search results for a 
query in a peer-to-peer system, the method comprising, inter alia: 
receiving a query at a destination node; 

receiving samples from a first set of nodes proximally located to 
the destination node in an overlay network for the peer-to-peer system, the 
samples associated with information stored at the proximally located 
nodes; 

identifying and selecting, based on the samples received from the 
first set of nodes , a first node of the first set of nodes likely storing 
information associated with objects stored in the peer-to-peer system that 
are relevant to the query to determine search results for the query .... 

Xu fails to teach the foregoing features of claim 1 for at least the following reasons. 
First, the Examiner's Answer at page 9 quotes the following portion of Xu as showing the 
above-discussed features of claim 1 . 
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By using a semantic vector to derive a location in the peer search 
network for storing a key pair, key pairs having similar information are 
stored in close proximity (e.g., within a limited number of routing hops). 
Therefore, instead of flooding a queiy to an entire peer-to-peer network, a 
limited number of nodes in close proximity in the peer search network 
may be searched to determine the results of a query. 

See Xu at column 4, lines 23-30. The Office Action at page 9 corresponds semantic 
vectors of Xu to samples. However, the quoted portion of Xu fails to teach that the semantic 
vectors of Xu are received from a set of nodes proximally located to a destination node that 
receives a query. While the semantic vectors of Xu are generated, there is no disclosure in Xu 
that they are received from nodes proximally located to a destination node that receives a query. 
Thus, Xu fails to teach receiving samples from a first set of nodes proximally located to a 
destination node that receives a query, as discussed for claim 1 . 

Second, the Examiner's Answer at page 10 asserts that a selection of a first node in Xu 
does not "preclude additional nodes being selected, and therefore does not disqualify the use of a 
radius based on a semantic vector similarity threshold as disclosing the limitation of selecting a 
first node (e.g., in the radius based query flooding model of Xu, a first node, as well as several 
other additional nodes within the radius are selected.)" However, an argument that Xu does not 
preclude a disclosure of or is not disqualified from disclosing a claimed feature does not 
establish that the claimed feature is reasonably disclosed. 

Third, the Examiner's Answer at page 10 quotes the following portion of Xu as showing 
the above-discussed features of claim 1 . "For example, a document or information regarding the 
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document is to be stored in the peer-to-peer network. A semantic vector is generated for the 
document." Xu at column 3, lines 39-41 . The Examiner's Answer at page 10 asserts that the 
foregoing portion of Xu indicates that the semantic vectors are generated and stored at nodes in 
which the documents reside. However, such a semantic vector storage at nodes does not teach 
that the semantic vectors are received from nodes proximally located to a destination node that 
receives a query. Thus, Xu fails to teach receiving samples from a first set of nodes proximally 
located to a destination node that receives a query, as discussed for claim 1 . 

Fourth, the Examiner's Answer at page 1 1 quotes the following portion of Xu as showing 
the above-discussed features of claim 1 . "That is the key pair is routed to the node owner of the 
zone of where the identified point falls in the overlay network. Indices including key pairs may 
then be formed at a node or around nearby neighboring nodes. These indices may be searched in 
response to a query." Xu at column 4, lines 18-22. However, such a search of indices at a node 
or around nearby neighboring nodes does not teach that indices are received from nodes 
proximally located to a destination node that receives a query. Thus, Xu fails to teach receiving 
samples from a first set of nodes proximally located to a destination node that receives a query, 
as discussed for claim 1 . 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Xu fails to teach the above-discussed features of 
independent claim 1 and its dependent claims. It is respectfully submitted that the rejection of 
claim 1 and its dependent claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Xu should be 
reversed. 
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IV. Conclusion 

For at least the reasons given above, the rejection of claims 1-4, 6-22, and 24 described 
above is improper. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that such rejection by the Examiner be 
reversed and these claims be allowed. 

Please grant any required extensions of time and charge any fees due in connection with 
this Appeal Brief to deposit account no. 08-2025. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Jung H. Kim 
Registration No.: 51,299 
(703) 652-3820 



Ashok K. Mannava 
Registration No.: 45,301 
(703) 652-3822 

MANNAVA & KANG, P.C. 
11240 Waples Mill Road 
Suite 300 

Fairfax, VA 22030 

(703) 865-5150 (facsimile) 
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